
* This order and judgment is not binding precedent, except under the
doctrines of law of the case, res judicata, and collateral estoppel.  The court
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generally disfavors the citation of orders and judgments; nevertheless, an order
and judgment may be cited under the terms and conditions of 10th Cir. R. 36.3.  
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Before  BALDOCK , BARRETT , and McKAY, Circuit Judges.

After examining plaintiff’s brief and the appellate record, this panel has

determined unanimously that oral argument would not materially assist the

determination of this appeal.  See  Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2); 10th Cir. R. 34.1(G). 

The case is therefore ordered submitted without oral argument.

Plaintiff Adrian Russell Hickey, proceeding pro se, appeals from the

district court’s denial of injunctive relief and from a jury verdict against him on

claims of constitutional violations in connection with his current imprisonment. 

He raises three issues, contending that his case should be remanded to the district

court for a new trial because 1) motions in limine granted before trial were

violated, 2) the exclusionary rule was violated during trial, and 3) defense counsel

made prejudicial remarks about plaintiff to the jury.  After review of plaintiff’s

brief on appeal, we conclude that this appeal should be dismissed.  Plaintiff has

failed to provide either factual or legal support for his claims as required by

applicable federal rules.  Pro se litigants must “comply with the fundamental
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requirements of the Federal Rules of Civil and Appellate Procedure.”  Odgen v.

San Juan County , 32 F.3d 452, 455 (10th Cir. 1994) (citation omitted).

The appeal is DISMISSED.

Entered for the Court

James E. Barrett
Senior Circuit Judge


